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(iii) Justify the project’s cost-effec-
tiveness. Show how the project maxi-
mizes the use of limited resources, op-
timizes educational value for the dol-
lar, achieves economies of scale, or
leverages additional funds. For exam-
ple, discuss how the project has the po-
tential to generate a critical mass of
expertise and activity focused on a tar-
geted need area or promote coalition
building that could lead to future ven-
tures.

(iv) Include the percentage of time
key personnel will work on the project,
both during the academic year and
summer. When salaries of university
project personnel will be paid by a
combination of USDA and institutional
funds, the total compensation must not
exceed the faculty member’s regular
annual compensation. In addition, the
total commitment of time devoted to
the project, when combined with time
for teaching and research duties, other
sponsored agreements, and other em-
ployment obligations to the institu-
tion, must not exceed 100 percent of the
normal workload for which the em-
ployee is compensated, in accordance
with established university policies
and applicable Federal cost principles.

(v) If the proposal addresses more
than one targeted need area (e.g., stu-
dent experiential learning and instruc-
tion delivery systems), estimate the
proportion of the funds requested from
USDA that will support each respective
targeted need area.

(i) Current and pending support. Each
applicant must complete Form
CSREES-663, ‘‘Current and Pending
Support,” identifying any other cur-
rent public- or private-sponsored
projects, in addition to the proposed
project, to which key personnel listed
in the proposal under consideration
have committed portions of their time,
whether or not salary support for the
person(s) involved is included in the
budgets of the various projects. This
information should also be provided for
any pending proposals which are cur-
rently being considered by, or which
will be submitted in the near future to,
other possible sponsors, including
other USDA programs or agencies.
Concurrent submission of identical or
similar projects to other possible spon-
sors will not prejudice the review or
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evaluation of a project under this pro-
gram.

() Appendix. Each project narrative
is expected to be complete in itself and
to meet the 20-page limitation. Inclu-
sion of material in an Appendix should
not be used to circumvent the 20-page
limitation of the proposal narrative.
However, in those instances where in-
clusion of supplemental information is
necessary to guarantee the peer review
panel’s complete understanding of a
proposal or to illustrate the integrity
of the design or a main thesis of the
proposal, such information may be in-
cluded in an Appendix. Examples of
supplemental material are photo-
graphs, journal reprints, brochures and
other pertinent materials which are
deemed to be illustrative of major
points in the narrative but unsuitable
for inclusion in the proposal narrative
itself. Information on previously sub-
mitted proposals may also be presented
in the Appendix (refer to paragraph(e)
of this section). When possible, infor-
mation in the Appendix should be pre-
sented in tabular format. A complete
set of the Appendix material must be
attached to each copy of the grant ap-
plication submitted. The Appendix
must be identified with the title of the
project as it appears on Form
CSREES-712 of the proposal and the
name(s) of the project director(s). The
Appendix must be referenced in the
proposal narrative.

Subpart D—Review and
Evaluation of a Teaching Proposal

§3406.14 Proposal review—teaching.

The proposal evaluation process in-
cludes both internal staff review and
merit evaluation by peer review panels
comprised of scientists, educators,
business representatives, and Govern-
ment officials who are highly qualified
to render expert advice in the areas
supported. Peer review panels will be
selected and structured to provide opti-
mum expertise and objective judgment
in the evaluation of proposals.

§3406.15 Evaluation criteria for teach-
ing proposals.

The maximum score a teaching pro-
posal can receive is 150 points. Unless
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